The exploration of the newly published Manchu tiben leads to this first dedicated study of the relationship between the hunting Solon people in Heilongjiang and the Qing Inner Asian governing institution, the Lifanyuan. The discoveries impact our understanding of Manchu statecraft through its interaction with a small hunting minority.
Introduction
The relationship between the Solon people, natives of Heilongjiang, and the Lifanyuan, a Qing (1636 -1911 frontier governing institution, has remained an understudied subject. 1 This research explores the newly published Qingchao qianqi lifanyuan manmengwen tiben (Early Qing Manchu and Mongolian Lifanyuan Tiben 2 or EQMMLT later), and develops the first study on this important subject in Western scholarship.
The name of the Lifanyuan in Manchu, Tulergi golo be dasara jurgan, means the ministry that governs the outer (namely the non-Chinese) regions. All the 1,613 tiben 3 under investigation were written by the Lifanyuan minister, or vice minister occasionally, to the emperor during 1653-1795. Among them fourteen provide the archival evidence 4 that the Qing frontier administration cannot be understood properly if the full story of the Solon is not considered in the study of the Lifanyuan, and Qing empire-building cannot be comprehended integrally if the examination of Qing statecraft continues to overlook the Solon-Lifanyuan relationship.
The Heilongjiang General, appointed in 1683 as a split from the Ninggutai General in Eastern Heilongjiang, 5 played a key role in the Solon-Lifanyuan interaction and connected the borderland hunting minority to the solemn imperial court in the capital, Beijing. Both his Manchu (Sahaliyan ula i jergi babe tuwakiyara jiyanggiyūn) 6 and Chinese (Zhenshou Heilongjiang dengchu jiangjun) titles meant "the general who protects the areas of Heilongjiang." The titles were shortened as sahaliyan ulai jiyanggiyūn and Heilongjiang Jiangjun. 7 Under this general, Solon life along the middle and lower Amur River was unique inside the Lifanyuan-administered zone in Inner Asia. 1 I have previously argued that inside this zone, the Banner-league system for all the Mongol groups, the Dalai-amban system in heartland Tibet, the Tusi (aboriginal) system for the Amdo Tibetans in Qinghai and its surrounding regions, and the Beg system of the Muslim Uighurs in Xinjiang preserved and sustained four types of social entities centered on each people's culture and identity. 2 The early Qing Solon, however, experienced a different path from these Inner Asian peoples.
The Solon in Early Qing
The Qing Solon mainly consisted of three small Heilongjiang minorities currently recognized by the People's Republic of China: the Evenki (current population 30,875), the Oroncon (8, 659 ) and the Dagūr (131, 992) . 3 Acknowledging their differences, the Oroncon appeared in Qing record in 1640, and Dagūr, during the Shunzhi (r. [1643] [1644] [1645] [1646] [1647] [1648] [1649] [1650] [1651] [1652] [1653] [1654] [1655] [1656] [1657] [1658] [1659] [1660] [1661] and Kangxi (r. 1662 Kangxi (r. -1722 times. In 1683, the Kangxi court listed Solon, Dagūr, and Oroncon separately for the first time. "Solon" was used thereafter more often to refer to the Evenki. 4 Nevertheless, the collective identity for them all as Solon continued through the dynasty 5 . The Solon identity was rooted in a hunting-related lifestyle and the military merit associated with it. The Qing writer Xiqing wrote that the peoples in Heilongjiang preferred to call themselves themselves "Solon", a renowned term for "mighty warriors" and a status carrying great pride, even though "so many kinds of people" were found inside Solon 6 . The Qing official view corresponded to this self-preference and praised the Solon's "military talent." 7 The Solon hunting lifestyle preserved their military skills and distinguished them when the Manchu Eight Banners' military prowess was slipping toward the middle of the Qing. 8 Both the Kangxi and Qianlong (1736-1795) emperors dispatched Solon for critical military missions against the Zungars.
9 Both also requested the Solon, as the "horseback hunting masters," to serve at the Imperial Hunt in Mulan.
10 In Jiaqing's time (1796-1820), the Solon certainly exceeded the Manchu Eight Banners in military capacity. Taizong's (1626 Taizong's ( -1643 time the Solon were consistently organized into banners by the Lifanyuan. 2 The "Solon banner," 3 a distinct organizational identity, however, duplicated neither the Manchu Eight Banners nor the Mongol banner-leagues. 4 The position of banner head, Suolun zongguan (the Solon Commander-in-chief) 5 with a local nickname dasheng toumu (the hunters' head), 6 was assigned to a Manchu, from the imperial clan or among the capital officials. In 1732 the court changed the title to Dutong, the same used in the Manchu Eight Banners, 7 and the position lasted 199 years until its elimination in 1882 by the Guanxu (1875 Guanxu ( -1909 faraway Xinjiang. 1 The Heilongjiang General supervised the Amur River garrison banners, the hunting Butha banners, and the nomadic Hulunbuir banners.
Each type of the Solon-manned banners provided a particular service to the Qing Empire, and the service influenced the Solon identity. The Taizong court assigned some Solon to the Mukden banners. A number of them were later transferred into the Beijing banners, and part of them were again assigned into the strategic garrisons in or surrounding China proper. They became no longer Solon but melted into the most privileged military professionals of the Manchu Eight Banners. 2 Those of the Heilongjiang garrison cities during the Kangxi time became more urbanized with military service as their primary duty. 3 Over half of the Solon population still remained on their hunting homeland along the Nen River 4 where they migrated in from the middle and upper Heilongjiang River during Shunzhi's time 5 . They kept their their ancestral lifestyles after being organized into banners during 1683-1732. 6 "Butha," a Manchu term for "hunting and fishing," or dasheng, its close Chinese equivalent, became their organizational label. 7 The Manchu Butha Commander-inchief 8 managed the Solon niru (arrow) units based on their original hunting tribes, which continued to carry out the traditional mink hunt 9 . Some Butha Solon were moved into Hulunbuir in 1732 where they involved heavily in the nomadic lifestyle of the Mongols, 10 and were addressed as "the Hulunbuir Banners, which were under the direct command of the emperor, the Solon in these banners had no relationship with the Lifanyuan. The Xinjiang Solon were also more under the Yili General, to whom the court granted more governing power.
3 rather than placed closely under the Lifanyuan. The Solon-Lifanyuan relationship in this study, therefore, focuses on the Solon in the Heilongjiang General's responsible region.
Only in Butha banners were the Solon the overwhelming majority. Fully recognizing their internal division, Butha had three Dagūr banners, five Solon (Evenki) banners, six Oroncon horse banners and eight Xing'an Oroncon banners, with some non-Solon groups mixed with them. 4 The horse-riding Oroncon lived farther toward the Russian border, and the deer-riding Oroncon, at the farthest. Both roamed in deep forests for mink hunting. 5 The Moling'a Oroncon were involved in the banner military service, but the Yafahan Oroncon, only in hunting. 6 Regardless of these differences, the Butha bannermen best represented the Solon hunting tradition by remaining turen (aboriginal). 7 They rotated their life between the mink hunt and military service at the call of the Qing court. 8 Scattered allocations, divergent banner types, distinct professions, and dissimilar lifestyles separated the already internally diverse Solon along organizational lines, administrative boundaries, and professional divisions. Meanwhile, however, the Mongols, Tibetans, and Muslims each kept a unified identity, with overwhelming majority of each (either the whole people or each sub-group) carrying a shared nationality inside one type of social organization; their internal variation was much less than that of the Solon. The Solon "abnormal" experience, thus, set up a distinct minority-state relationship. A 2012 summary of the Butha study addressed the uncertainty among historians about the Lifanyuan, Board of War Board of Revenue, and the Heilongjiang General in the Solon affairs. 1 This study of the Manchu tiben helps clarify this uncertainty. The fourteen Manchu tiben all reflect the same administrative routine: the Heilongjiang General reported a local case to the Lifanyuan; the Lifanyuan inspected the case, discussed it according to imperial rules, and presented a managing proposal to the emperor for approval. The frequent words in tiben, ere baita tulergi golo be dasara jurgan ci alifi (let the Lifanyuan manage this affair), 2 claimed the Lifanyuan's charge over these cases. All tiben received the emperor's instructions written in red, which finalized the decision. These tiben confirm that the Lifanyuan was the primary governing institution for all the peoples under the Heilongjiang General, and this general was the local administrative arm of the Lifanyuan.
Four tiben managed the inheritance of official titles, three for the Butha Solon and one for the Mongol Dörbed. 3 Title inheritance, a core part of the imperial governance over the minority leadership as well as a key part of the Lifanyuan's Inner Asian administration, significantly affected the stability of frontier societies and the Qing Empire's solidity. 4 Through the general-Lifanyuan-emperor routine, the Qing court implemented state supervision over the Solon leadership.
Three tiben dealt with territorial violations during the mink hunt in Butha. The 1754 case handled a report from the Board of War to the court about violations by nineteen Butha hunters. The court transferred the matter to the Lifanyuan for investigation and decision of punishment. 5 The 1759 case dealt with five Butha Solon, Solon, also reported by the Board of War, who committed territorial violation while hunting. 6 The 1762 case penalized eight Butha Solon who, under their Commander-inin-chief, entered the hunting territory of the Ula people in Jilin. The Lifanyuan quoted the imperial rules for disciplining the responsible Commander-in-chief and suggested the transfer of this official to another position. 7 These tiben reflect the Qing ordinance for hunting-terrority violation and show that the emperor relied on the Lifanyuan, not the other boards, to process Solon affairs.
Seven tiben demonstrate the Lifanyuan's authority over livestock theft. The 1752 case handled cattle theft by two Mongol Gorlos in Hulan City, 8 and the 1758 case, Hulunbuir bannermen stealing horses from the Khalkas. 9 The first 1759 tiben recorded recorded the Lifanyuan's inspection of the Heilongjiang General's report about two Jalaid Mongol horse thefts in Qiqihar and his suggestions for punishment. 1 The second second 1759 tiben penalized the Dörbed Mongol for cattle theft, 2 and the third, Korchin Mongols' horse theft. 3 The 1762 case dealt with cattle theft by Butha bannermen in Jilin while their territory-crossing hunting took place. 4 The 1767 tiben recorded the Dörbed Mongols' cattle theft in Butha and the Lifanyuan's management of it. 5 These tiben demonstrate the Lifanyuan's administration not only over the Solon but over the Mongol groups adjacent to Butha and inside the Heilongjiang General's region.
The extensive 1791 tiben recorded the Lifanyuan regulation of human trafficking among the Mongol Gorlos, together with horse theft. It demonstrates that the Qing court did not allow a bannerman to sell his family slave. The heavy discussion of the Qing criminal exile policy provides the knowledge of the Qing's exile locations in various frontier regions. Several important topics of the Qing frontiers, seldom studied in current Qing scholarship-slaves of the borderland banner families, Qing exile policies, the change of frontier exile locations in the expanding process of the Qing Empire, etc.-have arisen from this tiben study.
The fourteen Manchu tiben illustrate the four governing domains of the Heilongjiang General: (1) The Manchu, Chinese, Solon, Xibo, Mongol Barhū and Guarcha in the Heilongjiang garrison cities (Qiqihar, Heilongjiang/or Aihui, Moegen, and Hulan); 6 (2) the Butha bannermen in the Solon homeland along the Nen River; (3) (3) the Mongol groups and Solon, with a few Manchu, in Hulunbuir of Inner Mongolia; and (4) the Mongol banners of Jalaid, Dörbed, and Gorlos, which were usually only known as part of Inner Mongolia. Tied together by the Heilongjiang General's administration, these four frontier societies constituted a special region, called Heilongjiang Jiangjun suoshu buluo, "units under the Heilongjiang General." 7 From official inheritance to livestock, in daily living the Lifanyuan's supervision over these domains was established through the local general, whose region stood west of the Ninggutai General's, 8 where the Lifanyuan exercised no responsibility. With the tiben evidence, this Heilongjiang General's region stands out, more than ever before, among the frontier regions in the Lifanyuan administrative zone: Inner Mongolia, Khalka Mongolia, Qinghai, the Yellow River bend Oirats, Ejene Torghuds, the Ili Four Routes, Kobdo, Chahar, Tarbahatai, Tangnu Ulianghai, the Lama Banner in Faku outside Shengjing, the Muslim (southern Xinjiang), and Tibet. 9 Embracing not not only the banners that included Solon, but also the Jalaid, Dörbed, and Gorlos 1 EQMMLT, (Hohhot: Neimenggu renmin chubanshe, 2010), Volume 8, no. 5, [40] [41] [42] [43] [44] [45] [46] [47] [48] [49] [50] EQMMLT, (Hohhot: Neimenggu renmin chubanshe, 2010), Volume 8, no. 7, [51] [52] [53] [54] [55] EQMMLT, (Hohhot: Neimenggu renmin chubanshe, 2010), Volume 8, no. 8, [56] [57] [58] [59] EQMMLT, (Hohhot: Neimenggu renmin chubanshe, 2010), Volume 4, no. 65, 537-542. Mongols, the Heilongjiang General's region matches neither modern Heilongjiang nor the PRC Inner Mongolia Autonomous Region but combines a part of both.
The tiben source enlightens the Heilongjiang General's conjunction with the Board of War and the Board of Revenue. In 1690 the Board of War delivered the court's order to the Heilongjiang General to break ground for the construction of Qiqihar City, in response to the previous communication from the general to the court. 1 In 1742 the Board of Revenue issued an order to the Heilongjiang General for grain relief from Hulan City to Heilongjiang City. 2 No document for either case suggests any need of approval from the emperor, leaving the impression that the responsible boards could take charge. The matters and cases in the fourteen Manchu tiben, however, all required the emperor's instruction, indicating their seriousness to the Qing court, as well as the critical position of the Lifanyuan in handling them.
Tiben, furthermore, significantly boost the study of the institutionalized Solon mink hunt and strengthens our knowledge of mink hunting as the Solon's lasting occupational identity. The Qing documents recorded the earliest Solon-Qing relationship starting from the Solon mink tribute to the Taizong court. 3 The expression be gemu sahaliyan ula i haranga alban seke butara solon, or "We all [are] the Heilongjiang tribute [-presenting and] mink-hunting Solon," 4 expressed the Solon self-identity. Parallel to it, the Qing official documents referred the Solon as "the mink-hunting new Manchu" in 1718, 5 and and during the Qianlong reign the Solon-Dagūr were referred as "the minkhunt professionals inside the deep mountain forests of the farthest northeastern region," 6 "the Butha mink-hunting Solon-Dagūr," 7 and "the mink tributepresenting Oroncon". 8 In the Qing tribute system, each Butha male adult was obligated to present a mink fur as his annual tribute to the court 9 . Once the mink furs came into the court, the Lifanyuan checked their number and quality before turning them over to joint acceptance by the Board of Revenue and the Imperial Household Department (Neiwufu). As part of the Tribute Ritual, the Lifanyuan granted emperor's rewards to the Solon presenters and also arranged the court's financial support to them on their returning trip to Heilongjiang. 1 The ruling Manchus came from a tradition that highly valued animal fur, and The designs of the items made for them from these tribute furs-headdresses, court dresses, and sitting pads for use inside the Qing palace-were politically regulated. These designs differentiated the hierarchical ranks at the court and helped sustain the ruling order. 2 The study of tiben helps to explain the relationship between the Solon hunters and the court hierarchy, and its implication for the regime's policies in punishing hunting-territory violations. This relationship, from the perspective of the court political culture, explains why Solon hunting mattered to the emperor and why the court must have the Lifanyuan, the key institution managing Inner Asian affairs, in charge of it.
The Significance of the Solon Study to Qing History
The Lifanyuan study has long focused on the large Inner Asian non-Chinese peoples, the Mongols, Tibetans, Northwestern Muslims, and the Qinghai Amdo. This study of the Solon-Lifanyuan relationship highlights a tiny minority's impact on the Qing state.
The size of the Solon population in early Qing is reflected in scattered numbers in records. In 1667, the Lifanyuan organized 1,100 Dagūr and 2,134 Evenki into niru. Next year 1,105 Dagūr men were organized, with each niru holding 70 to 100 male adults. 3 In 1732, the new Butha banners had 6,661 hunting Solon. 4 When the Qianlong court migrated 1,000 Butha bannermen to Xinjiang, 3 their family members went along and a total of 3,860 Solon arrived Ili in 1764. 4 The largest Solon community, Butha, had a population of 7,300 in 1730, 6,984 in 1731, 5 4,033 households and 18,930 people in 1808. 6 A rough estimation of the total Solon population during the Qianlong reign could come to around 25,000 at its height. In comparison, the inferred Tibetan population in 1737 was 1,293,000. 7 The Qing total population was close to 143,411,559 in 1741 and 295,273,300 in 1800, not including the ruling Manchu, the Manchu Eight Banners, the Mongol, Tibetan, Xinjiang Muslim, and some other Inner Asian groups. 8 With their importance to the border defense along Heilongjiang-Inner Mongolia-Xinjiang, mink tribute to the court hierarchy and dynastic order, military service to the empire formation, hunting service to the Imperial Hunt ritual, etc., the Solon impact on the Qing statecraft alters the study of the Lifanyuan from beig concerned with only the large Inner Asian groups.
The Solon experience enhances our knowledge regarding the formation of the early Qing multinational communities. The banner organizing process, at first, formulated the Manchu Eight Banners in which the Manchu, Mongol, and Chinese bannermen gained a common identity as Manzhou, regardless their national origins. Organizing the Solon into banners, however, opened a reverse process. Dispersing this internally diverse population into various types of banners further divided, or even diminished, their collective identity. Through the banner system, the Solon were involved in multinational communities, probably more than many other people in the Qing Inner Asian frontiers. The various types of the banners in which Solon served also prove that the Qing banner system was far from a unified social organization.
The Lifanyuan's responsibility in the Solon mink tribute introduces unexploited themes into Qing studies for future research, such as the wildlife resources (mink fur) in relation to the imperial hierarchy (noble ranks), the material fur culture in relation to the court political culture, and the hunting space in the remote mountain forests in relation to the ritual (Chinese li) space at the imperial center.
The Solon life path during the 17 th -18 th centuries has left us a rich legacy for studying the frontier societies of the Qing Empire as well as the Qing government itself through the Lifanyuan.
